
L200-1

2006/L200

L200-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/L200



L222-1

2006/L222

L222-1
See the responses to the Environmental Defense Center letter
dated May 11, 2006 (2006 Comment Letter G207).



2006/L201



L201-1

2006/L201

L201-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



L219-1

L219-2

2006/L219

L219-1
A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated in March 2006 under the
CEQA for an additional public review period of 60 days. Sections
1.4 and 1.5.3.2 contain additional information on this process. The
USCG and MARAD determined that recirculation of the Draft EIS
was not necessary to meet the requirements of NEPA and other
applicable Federal regulations. Nonetheless, the USCG, MARAD,
and the CSLC have considered all comments received on the
Revised Draft EIR and have cooperated in the preparation of this
joint Final EIS/EIR.

L219-2
MM TerrBio-2g in Section 4.8.4 has been revised in response to the
comment.



L219-3

2006/L219

L219-3
MM HAZ-3a in Section 4.12.4 has been revised in response to the
comment.



L001-1

L001-2

L001-3

L001-4

2006/L001

L001-1
Thank you for the information.

L001-2
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.

The IRA defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU. As shown in Tables
4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the contents of all
three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an attending LNG
carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario associated with a
large intentional event. Although the 2006 Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

The IRA evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor cloud
(flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA. The IRA
determined that the consequences of the worst credible accident
involving a vapor cloud fire would be more than 5.7 NM from shore
at the closest point, as summarized in Table 4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2,
Consequence Distances Surrounding the FSRU Location for Worst
Credible Events, depicts the maximum distance from the FSRU in
any direction that could be affected in the event of an accident. The
shape and direction of the affected area within the circle depicted in
Figure 2.1-2 would depend on wind conditions and would be more
like a cone than a circle, but would not reach the shoreline.

The EIS/EIR identifies unavoidable significant (Class I) impacts.
The Administrator of MARAD under the authority of the Deepwater
Port Act, the California State Lands Commission, and the Governor
of California have to balance the benefits of the Project against its
unavoidable environmental risks. In accordance with Section 15093
of the State CEQA Guidelines, the CSLC would have to make a
Statement of Overriding Considerations addressing Class I impacts
prior to approval of the Project.

L001-3



Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Figure 2.2-1 shows the
height of the structures above the loaded waterline, which is also
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.

Section 4.4.1.1 discusses the FSRU's position in relation to the
coastline. The general orientation of the FSRU due to prevailing
wind and water currents would be roughly parallel to the coast. This
is the view used in simulations. Section 4.4.1.2 contains additional
information on offshore views from the coastline.

The mainland locations used for the simulations are the two
onshore areas closest to the FSRU; therefore, the simulated views
present the worst case scenario for visual impacts under a variety
of weather conditions.

L001-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

2006/L001



2006/L001



May 17, 2006 

Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Div. of Environmental Planning & Management 
100 Howe Avenue, Ste. 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

 Submitted Via E-mail:  BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 

RE: SCH# 2004021107 BHP Billiton LNG Terminal EIR 

The BHP Billiton project will adversely impact the air quality of the Ventura County, Santa 
Barbara County, and Los Angeles County airsheds in a number of different ways.  
However, the EIR does not adequately address the full range of emissions sources that 
the project would create. The EIR must be revised to identify and mitigate any and all 
emissions sources associated with the project, including but not limited to: onshore and 
offshore construction including pipeline construction, FSRU operation including LNG 
tankers, service and supply boats, and the FSRU itself, increased operation of natural gas 
compressors by BHP, Southern California Gas Co. or others, and increased pipeline 
operations and maintenance.

The EIR accepts as part of the emission inventory several emission reduction measures 
proposed by the applicant.   CEQA requires that mitigation measures be both clearly 
feasible and enforceable.  The EIR does not meet this requirement in accepting at face 
value the applicant’s proposal to use either all LNG-powered tankers, or more 
problematically, switch tankers from fuel oil to LNG power upon entering California 
waters.  The former has not been demonstrated to be feasible, particularly within the 
timeframe of project inauguration, and the latter is wholly unenforceable.  The EIR should 
therefore use a most-likely-case scenario of tanker emissions without accepting these 
applicant’s proposals. 

From the Desk of STEVE BENNETT
SUPERVISOR, FIRST DISTRICT 

(805) 654-2703 
FAX:  (805) 654-2226 

E-mail:steve.bennett@ventura.org 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 
LINDA PARKS, CHAIR 

STEVE BENNETT 
KATHY l. LONG 

JUDY MIKELS 
JOHN K. FLYNN 

L003-1

2006/L003

L003-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.



Dwight E. Sanders in re: # 2004021107 BHP Billiton 
May 11, 2006 
Page two 

Once all possible emissions sources are identified and quantified using a most-likely-case 
approach, then, and most importantly, every pound of emissions must be mitigated, 
regardless of jurisdictional or regulatory issues.  The highest standards of mitigation must 
be applied to assure that bringing this facility on-line does not harm the health of Southern 
California residents.  It is well known that off-shore shipping and activities are a major 
contributor to air pollution in the Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Los Angeles airsheds, and 
that our region’s air quality does not meet state standards for health protection.

It is critical that the BHP project not in any way worsen our air quality and our citizens’ 
health.  I disagree that the project should not be subject to the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) requirements.  The project will most certainly contribute to 
preventable significant deterioration of regional air quality if all impacts are not fully 
mitigated.  Rather than narrowly and favorably (for the applicant) interpreting rules that 
were never intended to address an offshore LNG terminal in this location, the EPA should  
instead apply the more stringent impact assessment and mitigation standards to this 
major project to prevent deterioration of regional air quality as clearly intended by the 
Clean Air Act. 

The conclusion that PSD should not apply because the FSRU emits less than 100 tons or 
is not one of the 28 named source categories to which PSD applies are flawed 
interpretations.  When emissions from LNG tankers berthed at the FSRU, and supply and 
service boats are counted, emissions are substantially greater than 100 tons per year.  
The EPA conclusion that the FSRU is not subject to PSD as a “fuel conversion plant” is 
also based on faulty characterization of the FSRU operation.  The EPA conclusion that 
vaporization occurs without a “process change” “since vaporization would occur naturally 
at ambient conditions without additional processing” ignores the primary function of the 
FSRU to employ large-scale thermal processing to convert the LNG into gas. 

Cordially, 

Steve Bennett 
Supervisor, First District 

L003-1
Continued

L003-2

2006/L003

L003-1 Continued

L003-2
The USEPA has jurisdiction to determine whether a prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) permit is required for the Project.
Section 4.6.4 contains information on the regulatory setting
associated with air quality. The USEPA has made a preliminary
determination, on which the lead agencies must rely, that the FSRU
should be permitted in the same manner as sources on the
Channel Islands that are part of Ventura County. Section 4.6.2
contains an updated discussion of relevant regulatory
requirements.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission



reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

2006/L003



L205-1

2006/L205

L205-1
Thank you for the information. Section 4.13.1.3 contains revised
text. The text has been modified to include the ongoing discussions
between the school district and Hearthside Homes.

On February 27, 2004, the Coast Guard, the Maritime
Administration (MARAD), and the California State Lands
Commission (CSLC) issued a notice of intent and notice of
preparation (NOI/NOP) for preparation of a joint environmental
impact statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR) for the
proposed Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port. As
indicated in the comment, the City of Oxnard issued an NOP for an
EIR for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan on September 12, 2005,
for development of a 920-acre community that extends from Edison
Road on the west to Olds and Arnold Road on the east, West
Pleasant Valley Drive on the North and the Pacific Ocean to the
South. A Draft EIR for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Area has
not been issued, however, and the specific plan has not yet been
approved.



L205-2

L205-3

L205-4

2006/L205

L205-2
Section 4.13.1 discusses sensitive land uses in proximity to
proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as schools. There
are no existing schools in the immediate vicinity of either of the
proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.16.1.2 describes emergency planning and
response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

Section 4.13.1.3 contains information on standards school districts
must meet to qualify for State school bond funds for the acquisition
of a new school site and construction of a new school facility.

School site selection standards, Title 5 of the California Code of
Regulations section 14010(h), state that school sites shall not be
located near an aboveground water or fuel storage tank or within
1,500 feet of the easement of an aboveground or underground
pipeline that can pose a safety hazard as determined by a risk
analysis study conducted by a competent professional. According
to the State of California Department of Education (CDE), the May
2002 draft Proposed Standard Protocol Pipeline Risk Analysis,
which was prepared under contract for the CDE, has become the
de facto acceptable assessment methodology to guide the conduct
of such a risk analysis after a school site is selected, even though
there is no legal requirement to use it.

Section 14010(h) does not prescribe a minimum setback for
proposed school sites from natural gas pipelines, and the existence
of a pipeline within 1,500 feet of a proposed school site does not
automatically preclude the site from approval. The results of the risk
analysis are used to determine the suitability of a proposed school
site and would be used to prescribe setback requirements on a
case-by-case basis.

Education Code section 17213 prohibits the acquisition of a school
site by a school district if the site "contains one or more pipelines,
situated underground or aboveground, which carries hazardous



substances, acutely hazardous materials, or hazardous wastes,
unless the pipeline is a natural gas line which is used only to supply
natural gas to that school or neighborhood." The proposed natural
gas pipeline will not carry liquefied natural gas (LNG), rather it will
carry natural gas in gaseous form. The proposed natural gas
pipeline does not cross the proposed school site.

L205-3
The proposed alignment of the Center Road Pipeline along
Hueneme Road is adjacent to the southern boundary of the
proposed Ormond Beach Specific Plan Area. The Applicant has
also incorporated measure AM LU-1 into the proposed Project (see
Section 4.13.4). As allowed by existing franchise agreements
SoCalGas has with the City of Oxnard, this Applicant measure
would align the Center Road Pipeline in the ROW of the future
McWane Boulevard, south of Hueneme Road between Edison
Drive and Arnold Road, if this routing of McWane Boulevard were
to be approved and constructed prior to the construction of the
Center Road Pipeline.

L205-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

2006/L205



L207-1

L207-2

L207-3

L207-4

L207-5

2006/L207

L207-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

L207-2
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

L207-3
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

L207-4
Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.



The proposed alignment of the Center Road Pipeline along
Hueneme Road is adjacent to the southern boundary of the
proposed Ormond Beach Specific Plan Area. The Applicant has
also incorporated measure AM LU-1 into the proposed Project (see
Section 4.13.4). As allowed by existing franchise agreements
SoCalGas has with the City of Oxnard, this Applicant measure
would align the Center Road Pipeline in the ROW of the future
McWane Boulevard, south of Hueneme Road between Edison
Drive and Arnold Road, if this routing of McWane Boulevard were
to be approved and constructed prior to the construction of the
Center Road Pipeline.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

L207-5
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

2006/L207



L203-1

L203-2

L203-3

L203-4

L203-5

L203-6

2006/L203

L203-1
Thank you for the information. Section 4.13.1.3 contains revised
text.

L203-2
Section 4.13.1.3 contains information on standards school districts
must meet to qualify for State school bond funds for the acquisition
of a new school site and construction of a new school facility.

School site selection standards, Title 5 of the California Code of
Regulations section 14010(h), state that school sites shall not be
located near an aboveground water or fuel storage tank or within
1,500 feet of the easement of an aboveground or underground
pipeline that can pose a safety hazard as determined by a risk
analysis study conducted by a competent professional. According
to the State of California Department of Education (CDE), the May
2002 draft Proposed Standard Protocol Pipeline Risk Analysis,
which was prepared under contract for the CDE, has become the
de facto acceptable assessment methodology to guide the conduct
of such a risk analysis after a school site is selected, even though
there is no legal requirement to use it. Section 14010(h) does not
prescribe a minimum setback for proposed school sites from
natural gas pipelines, and the existence of a pipeline within 1,500
feet of a proposed school site does not automatically preclude it
from approval. The results of the risk analysis are used to
determine the suitability of a proposed school site and would be
used to prescribe setback requirements on a case-by-case basis.

Education Code section 17213 prohibits the acquisition of a school
site by a school district if the site "contains one or more pipelines,
situated underground or aboveground, which carries hazardous
substances, acutely hazardous materials, or hazardous wastes,
unless the pipeline is a natural gas line which is used only to supply
natural gas to that school or neighborhood." The proposed natural
gas pipeline is adjacent to some of the possible high school sites,
but it does not cross any of the sites.

L203-3
Thank you for the information. Section 4.13.1.3 contains revised
text on this topic and Figure 4.13-6 shows the locations of the
possible school sites. The text regarding the possible high school
sites was presented to summarize the information provided in the
school sites feasibility analysis, and did not make comparisons with
any other studies that may have conducted on the viability of school
sites in the Ormond Beach area.

The City of Oxnard Planning and Environmental Services Division's



Jurisdictional Boundaries map indicates that all five sites identified
as possible high school sites are outside of the boundaries of the
City of Oxnard. The five sites include the site identified in Oxnard's
2020 General Plan, the three alternative sites evaluated, and the
site identified in the notice of preparation for the proposed Ormond
Beach Specific Plan.

L203-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

L203-5
See the response to Comment L203-2.

L203-6
See the response to Comment L203-1.

2006/L203



2006/L221



L221-1

L221-2

L221-3

2006/L221

L221-1
Table 4.3-1 has been updated with the latest available information
about vessel traffic to and from Port Hueneme.

L221-2
Section 4.3.1 contains an updated discussion of tanker routes.

L221-3
Table 4.3-1 contains the suggested revisions.



L221-4

L221-5

L221-6

L221-7

2006/L221

L221-4
As discussed in Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4, the Applicant has
reduced the number of LNG carriers that would call on the FSRU to
an annual maximum of 99 or a maximum of two per week. As a
result, there would be no more than four Project LNG carrier
transits to and from the FSRU each week.

Cargo vessels would not have to be re-routed due to the presence
of LNG carriers because there are no restrictions associated with
LNG carriers outside of Federal waters and Project LNG carriers
would not enter Federal waters.

L221-5
As discussed in Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4, security zones only
apply to LNG carriers in Federal waters (within 12 NM from shore).
Since Project LNG carriers would not have security zones, cargo
vessels would only have to observe the "rules of the road" when
transiting near an LNG carrier, the same measures they would take
when transiting near any large commercial vessel.

L221-6
As stated in Section 2.2.4, "[t]he Area to be Avoided (ATBA) would
likely extend to 2 NM (2.3 miles or 3.7 km) from the stern of the
FSRU; however, the actual size of the ATBA would be established
through the advice and consent of the Office of Vessel Traffic
Management (COMDT (CG-3PWN-4)) of the USCG. The ATBA is
considered by the USCG to be a recommendatory routing measure
per 33 CFR 150.905(c). The COMDT (CG-3PWN-4) would evaluate
the size of the ATBA based on location, port configuration, and size
of the LNG carriers to be serviced. The COMDT (CG-3PWN-4)
would likely consult with USCG district-level waterways
management staff to ensure that all geographic factors are
considered before determining the final routing measures." As
stated in Section 4.3.1.4 "[m]ariners would not be penalized for
entering this area, nor would any action be taken to require them to
leave the area. A vessel transiting the ATBA would be requested to
restrict its speed to no more than 10 knots (19 km/hour) and to
check in and out with the Cabrillo Port vessel operations manager.
Both the speed limit restriction and contact with the Cabrillo Port
vessel operations manager would be voluntary actions by mariners
in vessels transiting the ATBA."

L221-7
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Tugs and crew vessels would have diesel engines
equipped with air pollution control technology that would result in



emissions comparable to emissions from natural gas-fueled
engines.

2006/L221



L221-7
Continued

L221-8

L221-9

2006/L221

L221-7 Continued

L221-8
Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 has been revised. As stated, "The
proposed approximate routes between the FSRU and Port
Hueneme are illustrated in Figure 4.3-3 above. The exact routes
would be determined according to the Cabrillo Port Marine
Operations Guidelines, area traffic, weather conditions, and vessel
captain's discretion in dealing safely with these variables."

L221-9
See response to Comment L221-7.

The Cabrillo Port support vessels would use the traffic separation
scheme (TSS) transits between Port Hueneme and Cabrillo Port
and would enter and exit in accordance with the provisions of Rule
10 of Inland Navigation Rules (the TSS is inside the boundary of
U.S. Territorial waters)."



L221-9
Continued

L221-10

2006/L221

L221-9 Continued

L221-10
Section 4.3.1.4 contains informtion on the FSRU's marine
monitoring system that addresses the comment.



L221-11

L221-12

L221-13

2006/L221

L221-11
Impact MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on the impact of
the LNG carrier route through the West Tanner Banks.

Impact SOCIO-1 in Section 4.16.4 contains information on the
potential decrease in catch revenues for commercial fisheries due
to exclusion from fishing areas in the FSRU's safety zone.

L221-12
Since the West Tanner Banks are more than 12 NM offshore, the
LNG carriers would not have any type of exclusion zone. Security
zones only apply in Federal waters within 12 NM from shore.
Therefore, fishers in the West Tanner Banks would not be restricted
from fishing as a result of the LNG carrier transit. Fishers would
have to observe the "rules of the road" when transiting near an
LNG carrier.

The Applicant has also reduced the number of LNG carriers that
would call on the FSRU to an annual maximum of 99 or up to two
per week. As a result, no more than four LNG carrier transits (to
and from) would occur in the West Tanner Banks in a week.

L221-13
As indicated in the response to Comment L221-11, Impact
SOCIO-1 in Section 4.16.4 contains information on the potential
decrease in catch revenues for commercial fisheries due to
exclusion from fishing areas in the FSRU safety zone.



L220-1

L220-2

2006/L220

L220-1
See Table 4.2-14 for information on the Wobbe Index. Your
statement is included in the public record and will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

L220-2
Thank you for the information. The Project has been modified since
issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2
for a summary of Project changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised
information on Project emissions and proposed control measures.
Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects attributed to air pollutants
and includes revised impacts and mitigation measures.



L220-3

2006/L220

L220-3
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains additional information on the regulatory
setting affecting air quality and a revised discussion of the heating
value of imported natural gas that incorporates the recent
rulemaking by the CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC
rulemaking is beyond the scope of this document as required by
NEPA and the CEQA.



L002-1

L002-2

L002-3

2006/L002

L002-1
Thank you for the information.

L002-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.

Section 4.1.8.5 contains information on meteorology and climate in
the Project area, including average wind speed and direction.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures, including emissions from LNG
carriers operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the
California Air Resources Board. LNG carriers associated with the
Project would operate on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG
cargo) with 1 percent diesel pilot during all operations in California
Coastal Waters.

Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects attributed to air pollutants
and includes revised impacts and mitigation measures.

As discussed in Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4, an ambient air
impacts analysis was conducted using the Offshore and Coastal
Dispersion Model to evaluate potential impacts on ambient air
concentrations of pollutants at downwind locations in the Pacific
Ocean and along the coast of California (see Appendix G7 for a
summary of the analysis). As stated, "an air quality analysis of
criteria pollutants emitted from FSRU equipment and Project
vessels indicates that the projected increases in the ambient
concentrations of criteria pollutants would neither violate any
applicable air quality standards nor contribute substantially to
existing or projected air quality violations."



This section also contains information on additional Applicant
measures to reduce emissions and required mitigation measures.

L002-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers associated with the Project would operate
on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1% diesel
pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters as defined
by the California Air Resources Board. Tugs and crew vessels
would have diesel engines equipped air pollution control technology
that would result in emissions comparable to emissions from
natural gas-fueled engines.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on emissions from Project
vessels operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the
California Air Resources Board.
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L002-4

L002-5

L002-6

2006/L002

L002-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information on this topic.

The Applicant has committed to use LNG carriers that would
operate on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1%
diesel pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters. The
Applicant has proposed that the LNG carriers would be comprised
of a combination of purpose-built vessels (i.e., vessels constructed
exclusively for the Project) and other vessels not dedicated to the
Project. The Applicant has stated that contracts with vessel
operators would specify that all LNG carriers would be required to
be fueled exclusively by dual-fuel electric engines that conform to
the emission rates provided.

Tugboats and the crew/support vessel would have diesel engines
equipped with air pollution control technology that would result in
emissions comparable to emissions from natural gas-fueled
engines. These tugboats would be built or retrofitted specifically for
the Project.

Section 4.6.4 contains information on mitigation measures intended
to ensure the Applicant's proposed measures for controlling air
pollutant emissions are fully implemented.

L002-5
The USEPA has jurisdiction to determine whether a prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) permit is required for the Project.
Section 4.6.4 contains information on the regulatory setting
associated with air quality.

Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed



contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

L002-6
Section 4.6.2 contains revised text clarifying that regulatory
applicability for the Project is based on the Channel Islands in
Ventura County jurisdiction.
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L002-6
Continued

L002-7

L002-8
L002-9

L002-10

L002-11

L002-12

2006/L002

L002-6 Continued

L002-7
Section 2.2.2.3 contains additional information that clarifies how the
4 million gallons would be used.

L002-8
The typographical error noted in the comment has been corrected.

L002-9
Since the Applicant has not proposed exclusive use of biodiesel in
Project equipment and vessels, reference to biodiesel has been
removed from Chapter 2. The Applicant has proposed to use ultra
low sulfur diesel (less than 15 ppm) in all Project equipment and
vessels. Sections 4.6.1.3 and 4.6.4 contain information on the use
of ultra low sulfur diesel in Project equipment and vessels.

L002-10
It is not possible to quantify the volume of gas that would be vented
during an emergency situation.

L002-11
As described in Section 2.2.2.4, the four dual-fuel (natural gas and
diesel engines [Wartsila engines]) provide primary power
generation. Each "would normally operate using boil-off gas from
the Moss tanks and/or natural gas that been regasified on the
FSRU." These engines would fuel the "boil-off" compressor plant.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains detailed information on emissions from
these engines.

L002-12
The text in Section 4.3 and elsewhere in the document has been
revised since issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR to
clarify that the three Project support vessels consist of two tugboats
and one crew/supply vessel. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised
information on Project emissions, including emissions from the two
tugboats and the crew/supply vessel.



L002-13

L002-14

L002-15

L002-16

L002-17

L002-18

L002-19

2006/L002

L002-13
The Applicant submitted an emission control analysis to the USEPA
as part of its permit-to-construct application for the FSRU. The
USEPA has the responsibility for issuing all relevant air permits for
the FSRU and the authority to determine the appropriate level of
emission controls required for the SCVs. The USEPA has not made
a final decision as to whether the Applicant's proposed emission
controls are consistent with BACT requirements.

L002-14
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Tugs and crew vessels would have diesel engines
equipped with air pollution control technology that would result in
emissions comparable to emissions from natural gas-fueled
engines.

The USCG is responsible for the enforcement of all laws and
regulations on U.S. flagged vessels on the high seas and all
vessels within U.S. waters. As provided in 33 CFR Part 150, the
USCG may inspect the FSRU at any time for safety, security, and
compliance with applicable U.S. laws and regulations. All vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port would receive USCG oversight and be
inspected annually.

L002-15
Section 4.6.1.3 contains updated information on the LNG carrier
engine configurations and associated emissions. A combination of
purpose-built vessels (those constructed exclusively for the Project)
and other vessels not dedicated to the Project would deliver LNG to
the FSRU. Contracts with vessel operators would require all LNG
carriers to be powered exclusively by Wartsila 50DF series
dual-fuel electric engines or equivalent dual-fuel electric engines.
The LNG vessels would be equipped with an array of dual-fuel
electric engines of varying sizes to provide power for propulsion as
well as auxiliary systems on the vessel. The vessels would not be
fitted with auxiliary boilers or generators.

L002-16
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains a revised discussion of the heating value of



imported natural gas that incorporates the recent rulemaking by the
CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC rulemaking is
beyond the scope of this document as required by NEPA and the
CEQA.

L002-17
The USEPA has jurisdiction to determine whether a prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) permit is required for the Project.
Section 4.6.4 contains information on the regulatory setting
associated with air quality.

L002-18
Section 4.6.4 has been revised to include a description of the
emission reduction projects proposed by the Applicant, including a
comparison of emission reductions to Project emissions.

L002-19
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers associated with the Project would operate
on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1 percent
diesel pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on emissions from LNG
carriers operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the
California Air Resources Board.
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L002-19
Continued

L002-20

L002-21

2006/L002

L002-19 Continued

L002-20
Section 4.6.4 has been revised to include a description of the
emission reduction projects proposed by the Applicant, including a
comparison of emission reductions to Project emissions.

L002-21
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



L006-1

L006-2

2006/L006

L006-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.

Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the marine climatic
setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide an expanded
discussion of the potential transport of offshore air pollutant
emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological conditions.
Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts on air
quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone precursors,
and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

L006-2
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range. Natural gas meeting these
requirements would not be "hot gas," and would not create
emissions above those already accounted for by the respective air
districts.

Section 4.6.2 contains a revised discussion of the heating value of



imported natural gas that incorporates the recent rulemaking by the
CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC rulemaking is
beyond the scope of the requirements of NEPA and the CEQA. We
disagree with the comment regarding "end use" emissions for the
reasons indicated in Section 4.6.2 of the document.
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L006-2
Continued

L006-3

2006/L006

L006-2 Continued

L006-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Instead of fueling tugboats and the crew/supply vessel
with LNG, the Applicant proposes using diesel engines equipped
with air pollution control technology that would result in emissions
comparable to emissions from natural gas-fueled engines. Section
4.6.1.3 contains information on the emissions associated with the
diesel-fueled vessels. Section 4.6.4 contains information on the
measures to be implemented to assure acheivement of stated
emission levels.



L006-3
Continued

L006-4

L006-5

L006-6

2006/L006

L006-3 Continued

L006-4
Project operational emissions are not anticipated because such
emissions will not occur in the South Coast Air Basin.

L006-5
In March 2006, the USCG and MARAD solicited public input on a
Draft General Conformity Determination, which concluded that NOx
emissions generated from Project construction activities in Los
Angeles County were subject to the General Conformity Rule. All
other Project-related emissions were determined not to be subject
to the General Conformity Rule. Subsequent to the issuance of the
Conformity Determination, the Applicant provided a written
commitment that all onshore pipeline construction equipment
would, to the extent possible, utilize engines compliant with USEPA
Tier 2, 3, or 4 non-road engine standards with Tier 2 being the
minimum standard for any engine.

Project emissions were then reanalyzed to assess the potential
emission reductions associated with the stated commitment and to
reassess the applicability of the General Conformity Rule. The
revised analysis contains updated information on regional emission
budgets for the South Coast Air Basin. The revised General
Conformity analysis concluded that all applicable Project emissions
would be less than de minimis thresholds in both Ventura and Los
Angeles Counties and, therefore, not subject to the General
Conformity Rule. Based on this conclusion, the USCG and MARAD
will not finalize the Draft General Conformity Determination.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.

L006-6
The revised General Conformity Analysis is based on the current
Federal ambient air quality designations for the South Coast Air
Basin. It would be speculative to prepare an analysis that assesses
Project applicability based on designations that have not yet been
proposed to or approved by USEPA.
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L006-8

L006-9

2006/L006

L006-7
Section 4.6.1.3 provides additional information to clarify that the
emission summary tables presented in this section represent the
maximum daily emissions from each construction activity without
the implementation of mitigation measures.

Section 4.6.4 provides additional information on specific emission
reductions associated with mitigation measures.

L006-8
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

L006-9
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on the emission



reduction measures proposed by the Applicant as well as mitigation
measures required by the Lead Agencies. Quanitative and
qualitative information on emission mitigation is provided in this
section.
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Continued

L006-10

L006-11

L006-12

L006-13

2006/L006

L006-9 Continued

L006-10
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on Applicant proposed
measures and required mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant
emissions from construction activities. Mitigation measures
requiring the use of add-on pollution control equipment have been
either deleted or modified based on Applicant commitments and
mitigation measures requiring the use of equipment compliant with
USEPA Tier 2 and Tier 3 nonroad engine standards.

L006-11
Section 4.13, Land Use, contains information on the location of
sensitive receptors (including schools, day care, and hospitals) in
relation to the proposed onshore pipeline routes in Ventura and Los
Angeles Counties. None of the sensitive receptors are located
within 300 feet of the boundary of the pipeline right-of-way.
However, Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on mitigation
measures that restrict the operation of construction equipment in
proximity to schools, day care centers or hospitals.

Section 4.6.4 also conatins information on the potential air quality
impacts associated with onshore construction activities.

L006-12
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on mitigation measures
to reduce the potential number of worker vehicle trips associated
with construction activities.

L006-13
Impacts AIR-2, AIR-8 and AIR-9 in Section 4.6.4 contain
information on a health risk analysis of emissions from Project
operational equipment and vessels. The analysis concluded that
these impacts would not expose the public or sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. A more detailed discussion of
these factors and other results is provided in the health risk
analysis summary in Appendix G6.



L006-13
Continued

L006-14

L006-15

L006-16

L006-17

L006-18

L006-19

L006-20

2006/L006

L006-13 Continued

L006-14
See the response to Comment L006-13.

L006-15
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on an air quality
analysis of criteria pollutant emissions from onshore construction
activities in Los Angeles County. This analysis incorporates
procedures outlined in SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold
guidance.

L006-16
The air quality analyses used to evaluate impacts from construction
activities were based on a single merged stack approach. These air
quality analyses have been updated with refined models to
incorporate stacks representative for individual construction
equipment. Section 4.6.4 contains information on air quality impacts
from construction equipment. Appendices G5 and G6 contain more
detailed information on air quality analyses associated with
construction equipment.

L006-17
Appendix G5 contains the air quality analysis of criteria air pollutant
emissions from construction activities that would occur in Los
Angeles County. The air quality impacts included in this analysis
incorporate background data for CO, NO2, and PM10 from Santa
Clara Valley. Background data for SO2 was based on the maximum
of all Los Angeles County as SO2 is not monitored at the Santa
Clara Valley Station. Background data for PM2.5 was based on
data from the West San Fernando Valley station as PM2.5 is not
monitored at the Santa Clara Valley Station.

L006-18
Section 4.13, Land Use, contains maps of the locations of sensitive
receptors located along the proposed Center Road Pipeline Route
in Ventura County and the proposed Line 225 Loop Pipeline Route
in Los Angeles County.

L006-19
Appendix G5 contains the air quality impact analysis of criteria air
pollutant emissions from construction equipment. Due to the
anticipated duration of the construction activities, this air quality
impact analysis does not include an assessment of annual ambient
impacts.



L006-20
Appendix G7 contains the air quality impact analysis of criteria
pollutant emissions from the FSRU and Project vessels. The
calculations used to develop the stack parameters are included in
this analysis. Emission rate calculations for FSRU equipment and
Project vessels are presented in Appendices G2 and G3.
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L224-2
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L224-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

Section 4.6.4 has been revised to include a description of the
emission reduction projects proposed by the Applicant. This section
also contains information on other Applicant measures to reduce
emissions and required mitigation measures.

The only Project vessels to operate in Ventura County waters
would be the two tugboats and the one crew/supply vessel.

L224-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information on this topic. Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on
emissions from Project vessels operating in California Coastal
Waters as defined by the California Air Resources Board.



L224-2
Continued

L224-3

L224-4

L224-5

L224-6

L224-7

2006/L224

L224-2 Continued

L224-3
Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on the daily and total
emissions associated with proposed construction activities and the
annual emissions associated with proposed operational activities.

L224-4
The suggested changes to air quality mitigation measures are
discussed individually in the responses below.

L224-5
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on mitigation measures
to control fugitive dust. The Construction Fugitive Dust Plan has
been expanded to include requirements for street sweeping and
trackout devices.

L224-6
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on mitigation measures
to control fugitive dust. The Construction Fugitive Dust Plan shall
conform to all applicable requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 for
construction activities in both Ventura and Los Angeles counties.

L224-7
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the



total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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Continued

L224-8

L224-9
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L224-7 Continued

L224-8
AM AIR-4a in Section 4.6.4 includes updated information on
emission reduction measures proposed by the Applicant and
required mitigation measures. Section 4.6.1.3 contains Project
emission summaries that incorporate emission reduction measures
proposed by the Applicant.

L224-9
The air quality analysis used to evaluate impacts from offshore
construction activities, which was based on SCREEN3, was refined
to incorporate use of the Offshore and Coastal Dispersion Model
(OCD) to estimate impacts from offshore construction equipment.
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on air quality impacts.
Appendix G5 contains more detailed information on the air quality
analysis of onshore and offshore construction equipment.
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L224-11

L224-12

L224-13
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L224-10
The air quality analyses used to evaluate impacts from construction
activities were based on a single merged stack approach. These air
quality analyses have been updated with refined models to
incorporate stacks representative for individual construction
equipment. Section 4.6.4 contains information on air quality impacts
from construction equipment. Appendices G5 and G6 contain more
detailed information on air quality analyses associated with
construction equipment.

L224-11
The air quality analysis used to evaluate fugitive dust impacts from
onshore construction activities, which was based on SCREEN3,
was refined to incorporate use of the Industrial Source Complex
Model (ISC3) to estimate fugitive dust impacts from onshore
construction equipment. The refined analysis accounts for impacts
in all directions from potential construction sites.

Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on air quality impacts.
Appendix G5 contains more detailed information on the air quality
analysis of onshore construction equipment.

L224-12
Section 4.6.4 contains information on the risk analysis of toxic air
contaminant emissions from Project construction activities. The
various activities associated with onshore pipeline installation (i.e.,
trenching, pipelay, boring/drilling) would occur at different times
along the pipeline route. For assessment of acute (short-term)
impacts, each activity was evaluated separately. The assessment
of chronic impacts was based on the additive impact of each piece
of construction activity equipment. Appendix G6 contains more
detailed information on the risk analyses associated with onshore
construction equipment.

L224-13
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on a risk analysis of the
impacts of toxic air contaminants emitted from onshore construction
activities. The risk analysis was used to assess the potential acute
(short-term) and chronic exposures based on expected durations of
construction activities (relative to exposure to any single receptor).
The various activities associated with onshore pipeline installation
(i.e., trenching, pipelay, boring/drilling) would occur at different
times along the pipeline route. Construction activities are not
expected to impact any one receptor for more than 60 days (and for
most receptors, a much shorter time period). For assessment of
acute impacts, each activity was evaluated separately. The
assessment of chronic impacts was based on the additive impact of



each piece of construction activity equipment.

As indicated in the published guidance, the California
Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) does not support the use of current
cancer potency factors to evaluate cancer risk for exposure of less
than 9 years. If such risk must be evaluated, OEHHA recommends
assuming that average daily dose for short-term exposure is
assumed to last for a minimum of 9 years. In the absence of cancer
potency factors for short term exposure, the OEHHA cancer
potency factors have been used to assess a conservative but
reasonable exposure duration for the activity of interest. Given the
short duration of impacts on any one receptor, the approach of
assuming 9 years of exposure is expected to greatly overestimate
the potential long-term cancer risks to sensitive receptors and the
general public. Details of the health risk analyses are summarized
in Appendix G6.
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Continued

L224-14

L224-15

L224-16

L224-17

L224-18

L224-19
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L224-13 Continued

L224-14
The air quality analyses used to evaluate impacts from construction
activities were based on a single merged stack approach. These air
quality analyses have been updated with refined models to
incorporate stacks representative for individual construction
equipment. Section 4.6.4 contains information on air quality impacts
from construction equipment. Appendices G5 and G6 contain more
detailed information on air quality analyses associated with
construction equipment.

L224-15
See response to Comment L224-14.

L224-16
The health risk analysis has been revised since issuance of the
March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. Impact AIR-9 in Section 4.6.4
contains updated information on the health risk analysis associated
with construction equipment. Appendix G6 contains detailed
information on the revised health risk analysis.

L224-17
Sections 1.0 and 4.1 contain information on the California
Environmental Quality Act and associated requirements.

L224-18
Section 4.6.2 has been updated to include information on VCAPCD
Rule 51: Nuisance.

L224-19
Section 4.6.4 contains updated information on air quality impacts.
Section 4.1.4 contains an explanation of the definition of Class I, II,
and III impacts.
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Continued
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L224-19 Continued
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L208-1
Thank you for your evaluation of impact significance based on
Ventura County criteria.



L208-1
Continued

L208-2
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L208-1 Continued

L208-2
Section 4.6.4 contains information on mitigation measure MM
AIR-2b (Construction Fugitive Dust Plan)that incorporates the
recommendations of the Agricultural Commissioner.



L208-2
Continued

2006/L208

L208-2 Continued
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2006/L210

L210-1
The traffic impact mitigation fee is identified in an updated Table
4.17-5 as a potential condition precedent to obtaining an
encroachment permit. As stated in Section 4.1.7, the transportation
impact assessment in Section 4.17.4 assumes compliance with
permit requirements; therefore, since the fee is listed on Table
4.17-5 as a requirement to obtain an encroachment permit from
Ventura County, it is considered to be part of an existing permit
requirement rather than mitigation.



L213-1

2006/L213

L213-1
This is the cover letter for letters from Rita Graham, Ventura County
Office of Agricultural Commissioner (L208); and Nazir Lalani,
Ventura County Public Works Agency, Transportation Department
(L210). See 2006 Comment Letters L208 and L210 for comments
and accompanying responses.



L223-1

2006/L223

L223-1
This is the cover letter for a letter from Michael Villegas, Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District (L224). See 2006 Comment
Letter L224 for comments and accompanying responses.
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